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FOREWORD 


I HAVE studied this pamphlet. It obviously deals with subjects of 
immediate importance at the present time. We hear so much about 
the value of Education in the coming “ new world.” To be effective 
Education must be based on Truth, otherwise it may be as misleading 
as what Hitler has been teaching the German youth. 

It does not seem as though we can afford to take Evolution for 
granted and beyond controversy, as the B.B.C. and its speakers seem 
to desire the public to do. 

As long ago as 1934, Sir James Jeans, in his Presidential Address 
to the British Association, referred to the collapse of theoretical Physics, 
and ascribed the cause to its being built on the ever-shifting sands of 
conjecture and speculation and not on the solid rock of ascertained 
fact. 

If Physics could not withstand “ new facts of observation,” should 
we not ascertain whether Evolution remains in any sounder position ? 
Is it based on the solid rock of ascertained fact ? The authors of this 
pamphlet are qualified to debate this question, and they affirm the 
contrary. Science is no respecter of conjecture and speculation. It 
must be evident to the average open-minded educated man that the 
challenge should be accepted. 

One could quite understand the attitude of the distinguished 
Societies to whom the authors • have appealed if the subjects were 
unimportant. But there are times when the considerations at stake 
are so great that they cannot reasonably be evaded. And with the 
example before us of what happened to Physics, arrogance concerning 
Evolution is out of keeping with the spirit of free scientific inquiry’. 
Do we want the rising generation to believe anything which is based on 
the ever-shifting sands of conjecture and speculation ? Let us hear 
the evidence for and against Evolution without equivocation or delay. 
The new world desires to-day to know where it stands. 


CHARLES MARSTON. 





t. INTRODUCTION 


In the closing months of 1942, certain eminent scientists gave a 
series of broadcast talks entitled “ Man’s Place in Nature,” during which 
the principal speaker, Professor D. M. S. Watson, F.R.S., made many 
unwarrantable assertions in the effort to convince the public that the 
truth of the doctrine of organic evolution is now established beyond all 
possibility of doubt. 

We objected to this. As geological and zoological research workers 
of many years’ standing, we are well acquainted with the real facts, 
and know that Professor Watson was often talking sheer nonsense. 
We therefore asked the B.B.C. to allow us either to give one broadcast 
talk on the other side or to meet Professor Watson and Dr Julian Huxley 
in open debate on the subject. 

After consulting with Professor Watson, the B.B.C. refused our 
request, and they persisted in refusing, despite our protests. So we 
published the correspondence in a pamphlet entitled “ The B.B.C. 
Abuses its Monopoly,” which was kindly produced for us by the British 
Bible Union. We also summarised the actual evidence in an article 
entided “ Science and the B.B.C.,” which appeared in The Nineteenth 
Century for April 1943. We showed in that article how the facts oppose 
evolution belief so drastically that a leading French geologist, Professor 
Paul Lemoine, recently declared (in Vol. V. of the “ Encyclopedic 
Franchise,” of which he was chief Editor) that “ the theory of evolution 
is impossible.” 

Not to leave our work half done, we next followed Professor Watson 
(recently awarded the Darwin Medal for his evolutionary writings) 
into the heart of the four principal scientific societies of which he is a 
Fellow, namely, the Royal Societies of London and Edinburgh, and 
the Geological and Zoological Societies of London. We addressed the 
leading officials of those Societies, saying what we thought of Watson’s 
and Huxley’s public statements, and challenging anyone in those 
Societies who wished to endorse such statements to meet us in debate 
on the subject. We also sent copies of this letter and challenge to 
Watson and Huxley themselves, in case they wished to defend their 
own broadcasts. They did not. Nor did anyone else accept our 
challenge. 

We now, therefore, publish this further correspondence, in order 
to show as clearly as possible that evolution can not be proved ; that 
even the most eminent asserters that it is proved dare not defend that 
assertion when it is flatly contradicted by actual research workers ; and 
that the leading authorities in Britain—as represented by the Councils 
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scientific Societies is the manifest desire of their Coin 
subject of our dispute with Watson and Huxley. Nob 
our invitation, to any who approved of those gentler 
to take up the cudgels on their behalf. As in the case t 
bidden to the Great Supper, the four Councils “ all 
began to make excuses.” The first said it could not ui 
another said our case appeared to be fully stated in oui 
regretted that it could take no action; and the fourtt 
was not the keeper of Professor Watson’s conscience. 
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3. CORRESPONDENCE WITH PROF. D. M. S. WATSON 

It also became clear, at the same time, that if Watson’s and Huxley’s 
colleagues would not defend them, neither would they defend them¬ 
selves. Thus, since we were criticising Professor Watson to his four 
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your joint personality. The object which I had in mind when I entered on 
this correspondence having thus been attained I now close it.—Yours 
faithfully, D. M. S. Watson. 


So our friend now indicates that he never even meant to answer our 
criticisms, but only to discover our “ personality.” This is typical. 
Having an essentially unsound case, evolutionists always tend to lapse, 
under challenge, from factual discussion to sheer personality—often, 
as above, of the vaguest description. Knowing that this last response 
would be published, Professor Watson obviously designed it to suit his 
own party. For it is not a thinking assemblage, as he well knows ; and 
while men with brains demand reasons, the unintelligent are more 
swayed by suggested innuendoes. 

The history' of Professor Watson’s successive responses to persistent 
challenging on the score of actual facts, is therefore instructive. First : 
he declines our invitation to broadcast debate over the many mis¬ 
statements we charge him with making during his talks on “ Man’s 
Place in Nature.” Second : he keeps silent when we openly oppose 
him and publish our very different version of the facts in our article in 
The Nineteenth Century. Third : he only emits a smoke-screen when 
we stir him up by directly drawing his own, and all his Societies’, 
attention to that article. Fourth : he dives underground, emitting 
subterranean remarks, when we penetrate his smoke-screen. Fifth : 
he cancels those remarks, when told that they will be publicly answered 
if not withdrawn. Sixth : he momentarily emerges, when invited to 
make a public reply, to explain that he never meant to reply but only 
to look at us—and hurriedly dives out of sight again, blocking the 
entrance to his hole after him. 

This record is the more valuable, since it shows the reactions not 
of some very minor evolutionist—as might well be supposed from their 
nature—but of a leading British light on the subject. This elusive 
gentleman was actually chosen as the chief spokesman of a group of 
scientists specially selected to broadcast on the subject of evolution. 
That is what the B.B.C. directorate claimed when we protested against 
their having allowed this Professor to give such nonsense but to the 
public. They declared that they had taken “ the best advice ” and 
“ the advice of recognised authorities ”—obviously transformist—in 
selecting those speakers and their leader. 1 And that was why we con- 

1 For details of this correspondence see our pamphlet “ The B.B.C. Abuses its 

Monopoly.” How highly the---— * u;n ' r nF TWftee ''- 

Watson was ’- ’ - 

of London, 1 
Huxley also 


in Medal by th 


. Both Watson and 


_.... award to him of the Dan 

vhile his broadcast talks were actually 1-„ 0 . 

contributed largely to the last (1929) edition of the ‘--— r - 

liiiUMi. Thus Professor Watson subscribed about a score of articles, the principal 
being on “ Palaeontology,” “ Reptiles,” “ Zoological Regions,” and^“ Zoology ” ; 


while Dr Julian Huxley subscribed 
“ Courtship of Animals,” “ Evolutit 


:n articles, the chief being on the 



EVOLUTIONISTS UNDER 


centrated our attention upon Professor Watson (who was also the most 
gross in his assertions) so that all might see how the foremost British 
champion of Evolution behaved under challenge by actual research 
workers. 1 The result, we submit, demonstrates the truth of A. N. 
Field’s remark that: “ The evidential standards of modem evolutionist 
science probably represent the lowest point in intellectual degeneration 
reached by civilised man in the past two thousand years ” (“ Why 
Colleges Breed Communists,” p. 46). Surely nothing masquerading 
as science has ever touched a lower level. 


4. CORRESPONDENCE WITH DR JULIAN S. HUXLEY 
On the 15th July 1943 we sent the following letter to Dr Julian 

Dear Sir, —Herewith a copy of a letter, with accompanying challenge, 
which was sent by us on 27th May to the Royal, Geological and Zoological 
Societies of London, and the Royal Society of Edinburgh. As you are 
criticised in the letter in question (which will be published), and the Societies 
do not seem to have brought our letter to the notice of their Fellows, we are 
sending you a copy in order to afford you the opportunity of substantiating 
your assertion—which we deem fantastic—that “ Darwin's theory is con¬ 
firmed.”—Yours faithfully, L . jyj Davies. 

D. Dewar. 


In reply to the above, Dr Huxley sent to Davies the following 
letter, dated the 18th July :— 


Dear Sir, —I have published extensively on the subject you refer to, and 
must refer you to the publications, notably “ The Science of Life ” (with 
H. G. and G. P. Wells) for a semi-popular account, and “ Evolution : The 
Modern Synthesis ” (Allen & Unwin, 1942) for a fully documented technical 
account. These seem to me entirely to bear out the statement that Darwin’s 
theory' is confirmed in all essentials.—Yours truly, Julian S. Huxley. 


Huxley’s reply is more respectable than Watson’s, but equally 
evades its own issue. Thus the works which Huxley cites only offer 
his party’s reasons for accepting the Darwinian theory (of evolution per 
Natural Selection). They certainly do not show that all parties accept it. 
Indeed, the fact that many biologists emphatically reject it, is notorious. 
What is more, as we showed in our article (The Nineteenth Century, 
1 Professor Watson stated (The Times , 28th April 1943) that “ for twelve weeks an 
audience of about 1,500,000 adults ” had listened to his broadcasts. Even if the vast 
. majority believed in evolution, and enjoyed the nonsense which he gave out, there must 
still have been many who listened in order to hear “ what science had actually proved.” 
Even if only 1 per cent, (probably far too low an estimate) they would be 15,000. For 
their sakes we came into this affair, to try it out, and show them the truth. 
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attack than Professor Watson does. His grandfather used to react 
differently. But the case for evolution has distinctly worsened of late 
years ; and, like Watson, Huxley petit-fils has probably learnt that 
capable opponents are best left unanswered. They are apt to know too 

5. CONCLUSION 

It is fairly obvious from the above that modem evolutionists will not 
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